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THOVAS EARL GREENE,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

GREENVI LLE COUNTY DETENTI ON CENTER MEDI CAL
DEPARTMENT,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
South Carolina, at Geenville. Joseph F. Anderson, Jr., Chief
District Judge. (CA-04-22330-6-13AK)

Subm tted: February 24, 2005 Deci ded: March 9, 2005

Before NI EMEYER, W LLI AMS, and KING G rcuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.

Thomas Earl G eene, Appellant Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Thomas Earl Greene appeals the district court’s order
accepting and adopting the reconmmendation of the nagistrate judge
and dismssing without prejudice his 42 US. C. 8§ 1983 (2000)
conplaint for failure to state a claim and failure to exhaust
adm ni strative renedies. The district court referred this case to
a magistrate judge pursuant to 28 U S.C 8§ 636(b)(1)(B) (2000).
The nmagi strate judge reconmended that relief be deni ed and advi sed
Geene that failuretotinely file specific, witten objections to
this reconmmendation could waive appellate review of a district
court order based upon the recommendation. Despite this warning,
Greene failedto file specific objections to the magi strate judge’s
recommendation. Geene's filed objections were entirely general
and concl usory.

The tinmely filing of specific objections to a magi strate
j udge’ s reconmendation i s necessary to preserve appel |l ate revi ew of
the substance of that recomendati on when the parties have been
warned that failure to object will waive appellate review  See

Wight v. Collins, 766 F.2d 841, 845-46 (4th Cr. 1985); see also

Thomas v. Arn, 474 U.S. 140 (1985). G eene has wai ved appell ate

review by failing to file objections with any specificity after
receiving proper notice. Accordingly, we affirmthe judgnent of
the district court. W dispense with oral argunent because the

facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the



materials before the court and argunent would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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